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American families. That bill was ap-
proved almost unanimously in a bipar-
tisan vote in committee. We want to
know why it was pulled from the floor
and why it is not on the schedule next
week.

So are we going to move to the budg-
et? Law requires that we have a 15th of
April deadline. What is the problem?
And second, if that is not going to hap-
pen, we want to know why this mort-
gage interest bill was pulled.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | will try as a member of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, and | participated in working
on that bill which passed 36 to 1 that
was sponsored by a very distinguished
Republican Member from Utah and, in
the other body, by a Republican Sen-
ator from New York, and it was aimed
at protecting consumers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BONIOR] has expired.

Mr.

REQUEST FOR LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the point | would make is
this:

My understanding is that the major-
ity has pulled this bill because we
voted for a States rights amendment.
The gentlewoman from California of-
fered an amendment to this bill in
committee that said it would not over-
ride State protections, that the Fed-
eral protection would be in existence,
the State protections, and apparently
the majority does not think we should
respect the rights of States in this
case, and apparently this bill was
pulled because we have taken a posi-
tion respective of the rights of the
States to set policy.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the other
point that | think should be made is
this would save literally hundreds of
dollars a year for people in this coun-
try.

)I/s there a response from Republican
colleagues about why we are not going
to do the budget next week or if we are
going to do the budget next week? Any-
body from their leadership want to par-
ticipate in this discussion?

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 900

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn as a cosponsor of H.R. 900.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?
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There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
APRIL 14, 1997

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
APRIL 15, 1997

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday April 14, 1997, it ad-
journ to meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday,
April 15, for morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SMITH of Michigan). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 7,
1997, and under a previous order of the
House, the following Members will be
recognized for 5 minutes each.

QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. HARMAN]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
express my concern that the Pentagon
appears, once again, to be prepared to
avoid tough decisions. The ongoing
Quadrennial Defense Review due to
Congress on May 15 is supposed to be
an all-inclusive examination of our na-
tional security needs. It has been de-
scribed that way by every Defense De-
partment official who has testified this
year before the National Security Com-
mittee, on which | serve.

Although Secretary Cohen’s personal
involvement in the QDR process is
commendable, it now appears results
may be a lot less than we expected.
Some Department officials are appar-
ently ready to delay critical decisions
about the defense agency’s infrastruc-
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ture and Reserve components because,
we are told, these questions require
more study.

Yet, each of these areas is clearly in
need of reform. Each offers the poten-
tial for substantial savings, each has
already been studied in great detail
over the past 2 years, and each is criti-
cal to how we structure our national
security forces for the 21st century.

Mr. Speaker, the Pentagon has an op-
portunity now to provide more effec-
tive, less costly defense. That is right.
Better defense for less money. But
boldness and willingness to make
tough decisions are required to do that.
Delaying recommendations on the
agencies, the infrastructure, and the
Reserves is neither tough nor bold; it
represents business as usual and is an
indication that the Department will,
once again, be hostage to parochial in-
terests while the public pays more for
unneeded capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s forces will
not win tomorrow’s wars. And yester-
day’s funding may not be available ei-
ther. DOD can and must do better.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CHRISTENSEN] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. CHRISTENSEN addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. UPTON addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

THE 18-MONTH PUBLICATION PRO-
VISIONS CONTAINED IN H.R. 400

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CoOBLE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
stitution charges Congress with the re-
sponsibility of creating an incentive
for inventors to share their inventions
with society by granting a monopoly
for a limited amount of time in which
the inventor alone can prosper from
the success of the invention.

Why was this incentive necessary?
Because the Founding Fathers knew
that our country would not achieve
progress in science and the useful arts
without effective disclosure of the in-
ventions of our citizens. This straight-
forward point, which is integral to the
understanding and promoting the bene-
ficial patent changes set forth in H.R.
400, is regrettably lost on some of the
critics of the bill.

Disclosure through publication pro-
vides many benefits. It allows other in-
ventors to discover what inventions
have already been applied for and en-
courages them to invest their time and
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